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Group decision making should be particularly beneficial when group members share unique information,
because then a group can make a better decision than each group member alone. This study examined
how elementary-school children share unique information during group decision making. Seventy-nine
groups of 3 same-sex and same-age 7- and 9-year-old children (N  237) had to decide which 1 of 2
hypothetical candidates should play the lead role in a school musical. When information was unshared,
group members had to exchange their uniquely held information to identify the best candidate. Only a
minority of groups picked the best candidate when information was unshared. Yet, groups of 7-year-old
children were better at identifying the best candidate and were less likely to focus on the discussion of
shared information than groups of 9-year-olds. These findings are interpreted with reference to processes
underlying information sharing in groups, namely collective information sampling, preference-consistent
evaluation, and collaborative inhibition/intersubjectivity.
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Common wisdom tells us that two heads are better than one and
thus that groups are better at making decisions than individuals.
Children routinely collaborate, making decisions in peer groups
(e.g., Boulton, 2005; Piaget, 1965) and contributing to group
decisions in the family context (e.g., Thornton, 1997). Working in
groups is an important feature of educational contexts. For exam-
ple, in the United Kingdom, the National Curriculum for Primary
Schools (serving children from 4 to 11 years old) stipulates that
effective participation and communication in small groups is a key
skill that helps children to improve their learning and performance
in education, work, and life (U. K. Department for Education,
2013). Indeed, empirical research has shown that collaborating
with peers leads to better learning outcomes and cognitive–
developmental gains (Azmitia, 1988; Doise & Mugny, 1984;
Howe, Tolmie, & Rodgers, 1992). Because of the importance of
group collaboration in children’s educational and personal lives, it
is critical to understand the processes that lead to groups achieving
the best outcomes. The current study focused on one type of group
collaboration, namely children’s group decision making, and as-
sessed how groups of children process relevant and available
information to reach a decision together.
We were particularly interested in how groups of children
process and exchange information that is uniquely held by one
group member. Social psychological research on group decision
making assumes that the discussion and exchange of unique in-
formation among group members leads to a higher quality decision
than one that would have been made just by an individual (Kerr &
Tindale, 2004). Group decisions should be especially beneficial
when no individual group member knows the best alternative but
when every group member holds (some) unique information,
which is then exchanged in the group (Greitemeyer & Schulz-
Hardt, 2003). In these cases, the exchange and integration of
unique information enable group members to find the best alter-
native. In contrast, when all available information is shared from
the beginning, group discussion is basically redundant, because a
high-quality decision can be made on the basis of an individual
group member’s knowledge.
Investigating how children share uniquely held information in a
group has both theoretical and practical importance. Some peda-
gogical techniques strongly rely on students exchanging uniquely
acquired information in groups. For instance, in the “jigsaw class-
room” (Aronson & Patnoe, 1997), students were allocated to
groups of five or six and asked to individually research and
become an expert in a subtopic of a larger theme. Eventually, each
individual student returned to his or her jigsaw group and pre-
sented and exchanged his or her unique knowledge in the group.
So far, very little research has examined whether and how children
exchange such unique information in a group, how information
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sharing influences the quality of the group’s product, and whether
the same processes can explain information sharing in children of
different age groups. The present study seeks to examine these
questions. It addresses key issues for theoretical and practical work
on children’s collaboration and brings together work from social
and developmental psychology.
Information Sharing in Adult Groups:
The Hidden Profile Effect
Numerous studies in social psychology have investigated
whether and how groups of adults discuss and exchange unshared
information and how the quality of a group decision compares with
situations in which all information is shared among all group
members (Stasser & Titus, 1985, 2003; Stewart & Stasser, 1995;
see Kerr & Tindale, 2004, for an overview). In the typical exper-
imental set-up, three or four group members are asked to examine
information about two to four decision alternatives and agree on
choosing one of them. For example, groups have to make a
decision which of two candidates is better suited for a position.
Each one of the applicants has some desirable characteristics, but
one of them possesses more desirable (and less neutral and unde-
sirable) qualities and is thus assumed to be the better choice. In a
shared-information condition, each group member is initially pre-
sented with all information about each applicant, and thus all
information is shared among group members. In an unshared
information, or “hidden profile” condition, information about the
applicants is initially distributed among group members so that no
individual member can identify the better choice on the basis of his
or her information alone.
Overall, research with adults has shown that groups are rather
bad at choosing the best alternative in the unshared information
condition. A number of explanations have been proposed for this
“hidden profile effect” (Kerr & Tindale, 2004, p. 636). The col-
lective information sampling (CIS) model (Stasser & Titus, 1985,
1987, 2003) suggests that shared information enjoys a sampling
advantage over information that is held by one person. Only one
member needs to mention a piece of information to bring it to the
group’s attention. Because all members can contribute shared
information, but only one person can contribute unique informa-
tion, the probability of a piece of information entering the group
discussion increases with the number of group members possess-
ing it.
The CIS model is often regarded as a baseline model for
predicting how much shared and unshared information is discussed
in the group. However, additional factors, such as people’s initial
preferences, might affect the amount of information discussed (see
Reimer, Kuendig, Hoffrage, Park, & Hinsz, 2007). Greitemeyer
and Schulz-Hardt (2003) have shown that adults evaluate and
reinterpret the information they receive from other group members
in line with the individual preferences they formed before the
discussion and therefore stick with their initial preferences and
choices (preference-consistent evaluation). Therefore, even when
all shared and unshared information is presented to participants
during a group discussion, this information does not change the
preferences that group members formed individually on the basis
of incomplete and suboptimal information before the group
discussion.
Children’s Collaboration and Information Sharing
So far, very few studies have examined whether children ex-
change information during group decision making and other col-
laborative tasks. None has studied the hidden profile effect in
children. Gummerum, Leman, and Hollins (2013) investigated
whether groups of three 7- and 9- year-old children mention shared
and unshared information during collaborative recall in which
group members had to recall word lists together. In both age
groups a higher proportion of shared than unshared information
was recalled, indicating that processes of collective information
sampling underlie children’s collaborative recall of shared and
unshared information. However, groups of 7-year-olds recalled
more unshared items than predicted by the CIS model. These age
differences found for the recall of unshared information can be
attributed to processes of collaborative inhibition operating in
groups of 9-year-old, but not 7-year-old, children (see Leman &
Oldham, 2005).
Collaborative inhibition (e.g., Basden, Basden, Bryner, &
Thomas, 1997; Weldon, Blair, & Huebsch, 2000) refers to the
phenomenon in which a group engaged in recalling or producing
ideas, generates fewer items or ideas than a same-sized “nominal”
group. In nominal groups, individuals recall items on their own
and nonredundant items are then added up to create a group score.
According to the retrieval strategy disruption hypothesis (Basden
et al., 1997; Finlay, Hitch, & Meudell, 2000), recalling items in a
real group interrupts individuals’ retrieval strategies. When group
members encode items individually, each one of them structures
this material in an idiosyncratic way. For instance, one individual
might use a primacy strategy, another, a recency strategy. Attend-
ing to other group members’ recall impedes and disrupts these
idiosyncratic retrieval strategies. Because members of nominal
groups recall as individuals, they are not affected by these inter-
ruptions and therefore do not suffer from collaborative inhibition.
Leman and Oldham (2005) found different degrees of collabor-
ative inhibition in the collaborative recall of 7- and 9-year-old
children. Like adults, groups of 9-year-olds recalled more items in
nominal than real groups, whereas among 7-year-olds there was no
difference in recall between real and nominal groups. Leman and
Oldham (2005) argued that that these age differences are based on
more general developmental differences in children’s orientation
to collaboration or their intersubjectivity (Leman & Duveen,
1996). Thus, 9-year-old children regard collaborative recall, and
collaboration in general, as a social process that requires members
of a group to work together, understand each other’s roles, share a
joint focus, and coordinate resources and perspectives. Seven-
year-old children, on the other hand, tend to regard collaborative
recall as an individualistic activity that does not involve the coor-
dination of roles and perspectives. Similar age effects have been
found by Baines and Howe (2010) who investigated how dyads of
4-, 6-, and 9-year-old children organize their conversational inter-
actions and achieve a shared understanding by agreeing, repeating,
acknowledging, clarifying, or requesting new information. While
children of all ages were able to engage in cooperative dialogue,
only the conversations of older children were mutually responsive,
with group members connecting and commenting on each other’s
arguments and ideas. Thus, the ability to successfully employ
intersubjective skills in collaboration seems to develop over mid-
dle childhood.
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2106 GUMMERUM, LEMAN, AND HOLLINS
In line with this research, Gummerum et al. (2013) found
significantly fewer instances of intersubjective interactions in 7-
than in 9-year-olds’ collaborating groups. Furthermore, intersub-
jectivity in a group’s interaction was negatively related to the
number of words recalled in a collaborative recall task, particularly
among 9-year-old children. This indicates that (just as suggested
by Leman & Oldham, 2005, and retrieval strategy disruption
hypothesis; Basden et al., 1997) paying attention to others during
collaborative recall interrupts one’s individual retrieval strategy
and leads to collaborative inhibition in real groups.
The Present Study
The present study had two main objectives: First, we examined
age differences in 7- and 9-year-old children’s sharing of unique
information during group decision making and whether informa-
tion sharing affected the outcome of group decisions. Second, we
were interested in the processes underlying the sharing of infor-
mation in different age groups.
Groups of three same-age and same-sex participants had to
make a decision about which one of two hypothetical candidates
should be awarded the lead role in a school musical. One candidate
had more desirable characteristics and was thus the better choice.
In a shared condition, all information about the two candidates was
known to all group members. In an unshared condition, informa-
tion about the better candidate was distributed among the three
group members so that groups had to exchange unique information
to identify the better candidate. We expected that groups would be
more likely to choose the better candidate in the shared than the
unshared condition (Hypothesis 1).
We investigated three processes that might underlie information
sharing in such “hidden profile” situations. These processes and
the resulting predictions concerning the sharing of information in
the unshared information condition are summarized in Table 1.
The CIS model predicts that group members would discuss shared
information more frequently than unshared information and should
thus be unable to pick the better candidate (Hypothesis 2).
Preference-consistent evaluation theory assumes that group mem-
bers would be reluctant to revise the choice they made before the
discussion. Therefore, groups should not choose the best candi-
date, and the amount and type of information discussed during
group collaboration should not predict preferences (Hypothesis 3).
Collaborative inhibition explanations assume that other group
members disrupt individuals’ retrieval of prediscussion informa-
tion during group collaboration. Because 9-year-olds, but not
7-year-olds, were shown to be subject to collaborative inhibition,
7-year-olds should be more likely to discuss unshared information
and decide in favor of the better candidate than 9-year-olds (Hy-
pothesis 4).
Earlier research suggested that a failure to fully appreciate the
significance of others’ perspectives and contributions for effective
collaboration is an important social–cognitive process underlying
collaborative inhibition (see Basden et al., 1997). If this is correct,
we expected that those groups who solve the hidden profile effect
and choose the better candidate should engage in significantly less
intersubjective exchanges than groups who do not pick the better
candidate (Hypothesis 5). Furthermore, we predicted more in-
stances of intersubjective exchanges in the group interactions of
9-year-old than 7-year-old children (Hypothesis 6).
We decided to investigate groups of 7- and 9-year-old children
as previous research has shown that 9-year-olds, but not 7-year-
olds, show collaborative inhibition (Gummerum et al., 2012; Le-
man & Oldham, 2005). Three-person groups were chosen, because
this is the minimal number of group members employed in previ-
ous adult research on the hidden profile effect in group decision
making (Stasser & Titus, 2003) and ensures comparability of the
present study to earlier developmental and social psychological
research.
Method
Participants
Seventy-nine groups of three children (N  237) participated:
38 triads of 7-year-olds (n  114; MAge  92 months, SD  3.24
months; 51 girls, 63 boys) and 41 triads of 9-year-olds (n  123;
MAge  117 months, SD  3.59 months; 51 girls, 72 boys).
Participants were recruited from primary schools in southern Eng-
land that serve working- and middle-class communities. Of the
Table 1
Hypotheses Concerning the Processes Underlying Information Sharing in the Unshared Information Condition
Process and description Prediction
Hypothesis 2:
Collective information sampling (CIS; Stasser & Titus, 1985): Shared
information is more likely to be mentioned during group discussion than
unshared information.
Group members of both ages:
Discuss more shared than unshared information.
Do not pick the better candidate (hidden profile effect).
Hypothesis 3:
Preference-consistent evaluation (Greitemeyer & Schulz-Hardt, 2003):
Information presented during the group discussion does not change
individuals’ prediscussion preference.
Group members of both ages do not pick the better
candidate either before or after the discussion.
Amount and type (shared, unshared) of information
presented during the group discussion does not
influence preferences.
Hypothesis 4:
Collaborative inhibition (Leman & Oldham, 2005): Collaboratively recalling
information from the prediscussion phase disrupts individuals’ retrieval of
prediscussion information. Groups of 9-year-olds are subject to
collaborative inhibition; groups of 7-year-olds are not.
Groups of 7-year-olds are more likely to discuss unshared
information and decide in favor of the better
candidate than groups of 9-year-olds.
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2107INFORMATION SHARING IN CHILDREN
children in the sample, 96% had British backgrounds, with the
remaining 4% of children having an Eastern European or Asian
background. Only children who received parental consent partic-
ipated in the study.
Design
A 2  2 between-subjects design was employed, with the two
independent factors age (7 years, 9 years) and information distri-
bution (shared, unshared). Groups of three 7- or 9-year-old chil-
dren received either identical information about two hypothetical
candidates auditioning for the lead role in a school play (shared
condition) or information about the better candidate was distrib-
uted among the three group members (unshared condition).
Materials
Participants were presented with a decision task, in which their
group had to pick the more qualified (hypothetical) candidate for
the lead role in a school musical. Each group had to choose
between two candidates, named Person Red and Person Blue, who
possessed a number of positive characteristics and abilities that are
important for the lead actor in a school musical (e.g., can sing,
learns text quickly). These attributes had been selected in a pretest
in which 17 items were rated by an independent sample of 80
children between the ages of 7 and 10 years children (see online
supplemental materials for more information about the pretest).
Each group member received a booklet containing information
about Person Red and Person Blue. The candidates were repre-
sented by a cartoon drawing of a boy or girl (matched to partici-
pants’ gender), and attributes characterizing the candidate were
written underneath the candidate’s picture and name. In the shared
condition, each group member received the same complete infor-
mation about the two candidates. One candidate was characterized
by seven positive attributes and considered the better choice; the
other candidate was characterized by four positive attributes. The
information distribution in the unshared condition was based on
the severely biased distribution case in Stasser and Titus (1985):
Each group member received one shared piece of information
about the better candidate and two unique pieces of information.
Thus, if the three group members pool their information, the better
candidate is characterized by seven positive attributes. The second
candidate was characterized by four positive attributes, which all
three group members shared. Table 2 shows the attributes associ-
ated with each candidate and the distribution of information about
the two candidates in the shared and unshared condition. We
counterbalanced whether Person Red or Person Blue was the better
candidate to make sure that participants’ choice was not influenced
by color preference.
Procedure
Participants were randomly assigned to either the shared or
unshared condition and were tested in a separate room of their
school by a female experimenter who briefed the children about
the study, explained that responses would remain anonymous, and
asked whether the children would like to participate. Three same-
age and same-sex children were allocated to a group.
Group members were told that their task was to pick the better
candidate for the lead role in a hypothetical school musical. Each
group member was given a booklet with information about Person
Red and Person Blue, presented in counterbalanced order. In
Table 2
Distribution of Information About Better and Second Candidate in Shared and Unshared
Information Condition
Candidate
Group member
1 2 3
Shared information condition
Better candidate Can dance Can dance Can dance
Has good memory Has good memory Has good memory
Has a loud voice Has a loud voice Has a loud voice
Makes others laugh Makes others laugh Makes others laugh
Works well with others Works well with others Works well with others
Can express emotions Can express emotions Can express emotions
Likes being on stage Likes being on stage Likes being on stage
Second candidate Can sing Can sing Can sing
Is not nervous Is not nervous Is not nervous
Is musical Is musical Is musical
Learns text quickly Learns text quickly Learns text quickly
Unshared information condition
Better candidate
Shared information Can dance Can dance Can dance
Unshared information Has loud voice Can express emotions Works well with others
Has good memory Likes being on stage Makes others laugh
Second candidate
Shared information Can sing Can sing Can sing
Is not nervous Is not nervous Is not nervous
Is musical Is musical Is musical
Learns text quickly Learns text quickly Learns text quickly
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2108 GUMMERUM, LEMAN, AND HOLLINS
addition, participants listened once, via headphones, to a recording
of the information about the candidates on a digital dictation
machine. In the shared condition, all three group members re-
ceived the same information about both candidates. In the un-
shared condition, information about the better candidate was dis-
tributed among group members. In both conditions, participants
were told that the information each individual group member
received about the two candidates might or might not be the same
for the three group members.
After participants read and listened to the information about the
candidates, all booklets and dictation machines were collected by
the experimenter. Thus, no written or recorded information about
the two candidates was available to participants in the subsequent
stages of the experiment. Participants completed a prediscussion
preference task and indicated individually and privately which of
the two candidates they would choose to play the lead role in the
school musical. They were then asked to select, unanimously,
the better candidate for the school musical in groups of three. The
group discussions and decisions were videotaped. After the group
decision, participants were again asked to indicate their individual
preference for one of the two candidates individually and privately
(postdiscussion preference). Finally, participants were thanked,
debriefed, and accompanied to their classroom.
Coding
Information mentioned. The CIS model assumes that men-
tioning information during group discussion is a disjunctive task,
because only one group member needs to contribute an item once
to bring it to the attention of the group (Stasser & Titus, 1987).
Therefore, in line with practices in the hidden profile paradigm, it
was counted whether (instead of how often) each piece of shared
or unshared information was mentioned for each group. Whenever
a group member stated one of the 11 pieces of information avail-
able to the group members, it was counted once, and repetitions of
the same piece of information were not counted again. Two inde-
pendent coders watched and coded the discussions of ten 7-year-
old groups and ten 9-year-old groups. Interrater agreement was
excellent,   .98.
Intersubjectivity. Children’s videotaped interactions during
group decision-making were coded for elements of intersubjectiv-
ity based on a coding manual adapted from Göncü (1993; see also
Gummerum et al., 2013; Whitington & Floyd, 2009). The follow-
ing elements of intersubjectivity were coded:
• Joint focus: Group members look at each other, share an
affective state (e.g., smile at each other), engage with the same
object, or follow gestural points from another group member.
• Meta-communication: Communications among group mem-
bers that initiate, maintain, and terminate collaborative activities,
such as invitations (e.g., “Let’s start”; “What do you think?”),
making plans for collaboration (e.g., “Should we take turns?”;
“You have a go”), and signaling the end of collaboration (e.g.,
“Are we done?”).
• Communication: Utterances that repeat or complement an-
other group member’s previous utterance (e.g., Person A: “He can
dance, as well”; Person B: “And sing”) or conversations or mutual
talk between participants (e.g., Person A: “It was Blue who could
sing properly, and Red who had a loud voice”; Person B: “Yes, but
Blue is the one that can make people laugh”). It should be noted
that utterances or conversations that are not linked to a partner’s
previous utterance are not included in this category (e.g., Person A:
“I like Blue because she can sing”; no reaction or response from
another group member).
The videotaped group discussions were coded for occurrences
of these elements using an event-coding technique (Pellegrini,
2004). That is, we counted how often each one of the three
elements of intersubjectivity appeared during the groups’ interac-
tions. Two independent coders watched and coded 15 group dis-
cussions. Interrater agreement was good, with   .77. Disagree-
ments between raters were mainly due to the coding of the
“Communication” category. Specifically, raters sometimes di-
verged when deciding whether an utterance was part of a conver-
sation (i.e., one group member’s utterance was followed by the
response of another) or whether an utterance was not linked to a
partner’s response. Disagreeing scores were discussed by the raters
until agreement was reached.
Results
Preliminary analyses did not show any significant effects of
gender, and therefore data were collapsed across genders.
Decisions
In the shared condition, all the information about each candidate
was known by each group member, so groups should have had no
difficulties picking the better candidate of the two. Indeed, 74% of
7-year-old groups and 86% of 9-year-old groups picked the better
candidate in the shared condition. In the unshared condition,
information about the better candidate was distributed among the
three group members and so participants had to pool information
to find the better choice. Thirty-seven percent of 7-year-old groups
and 11% of 9-year-old groups picked the better candidate.
To assess the effect of information distribution condition and
age on the decision of picking the best candidate, we performed
hierarchical (hi-) log-linear and log-linear analyses with the vari-
ables decision [best candidate (r), second candidate], age [7 years
(r), 9 years], and condition [unshared (r), shared], with r indicating
the reference category of each factor for the z value. Unit of
analysis was group decision. First, a saturated hi-log-linear model
containing all main and interaction effects of the variable Decision
was computed. A model fit greater than p  .05 indicates a fitting
hi-log-linear model (Wickens, 1989). The hi-log-linear analysis
revealed the saturated model of Decision  Condition  Age as
the final model. Because the saturated model contains the interac-
tion effects of all variables in the model and because the expected
frequencies correspond to the observed frequencies, it fits the data
perfectly (Green, 1988). Second, we conducted log-linear analyses
to estimate parameters on the basis of the final model. These
analyses revealed significant interaction effects of Decision 
Condition (z  4.64, p  .01) and Decision  Condition  Age
(z  2.03, p  .05). In both age groups, groups were significantly
more likely to choose the better candidate in the shared than the
unshared condition (odds ratio [OR]  13.29, 95% confidence
interval [CI] [4.54, 38.95]). The tendency to choose better candi-
date in the shared compared with in the unshared condition was
weaker in 7-year-old groups (OR  4.80, 95% CI [1.20, 19.13])
but was stronger in 9-year-old groups (OR  53.83, 95% CI [8.01,
361.76]) compared with the overall (marginal) OR.
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2109INFORMATION SHARING IN CHILDREN
Discussion of Shared and Unshared Information
This analysis focused only on the groups in the unshared con-
dition. In line with practices in the hidden-profile paradigm, we
calculated the proportions of shared and unshared information. The
number of pieces of unshared information mentioned by a group
was divided by 6 (maximum number of unshared information a
group could have mentioned) and the number of pieces of shared
information that a group mentioned was divided by 5 (maximum
number of shared information a group could have mentioned).
Table 3 shows the average proportions of shared and unshared
information discussed in groups of 7- and 9-year-olds.
The average length of group discussions in the unshared condi-
tion did not significantly differ between 7- and 9-year-old groups:
7 years: M  2:55 min, SD  1:48 min, range  00:55–7:42 min;
9 years: M  2:55 min, SD  2:05 min, range  1:00–10:14 min;
t(35)  0.07, p  .95, d  0.02. Because Pearson’s G indices
indicated that length of group discussion was positively skewed (7
years: G  1.07; 9 years: G  2.83), this variable was log-
transformed. Preliminary analyses showed no significant correla-
tions between log-transformed variable length of group discussion
and proportion of shared information, r(36)  –.17, p  .31,
proportion of unshared information, r(36)  .08, p  .63, and
group decision,  (36)  .16, p  .35.
A repeated-measures analysis of variance (ANOVA) with the
within-subject variable type of information (shared, unshared) and
the between-subject variable age revealed a significant main effect
of type of information, F(1, 36)  39.24, p  .01, p2  .52.
Overall, a higher proportion of shared than unshared information
was mentioned during the group discussion in both age groups.
This main effect was qualified by a significant interaction of Type
of Information  Age, F(1, 36)  13.17, p  .01, p2  .29.
Nine-year-olds mentioned significantly higher proportions of
shared than unshared information, t(18) 7.08, p .01, d 2.04,
whereas the difference in the discussion of shared and unshared
information was only marginally significant in 7-year-olds,
t(18)  1.84, p  .08, d  0.55 (see Table 3).
Did groups who picked the better candidate in the unshared
condition discuss shared and unshared information to a different
degree than groups who did not pick that candidate? As Table 3
shows, 7-year-olds groups who chose the better candidate dis-
cussed significantly more unshared information than groups who
did not pick the better candidate, t(17)  2.64, p  .02, d  1.28.
There was also a tendency for groups who picked the better
candidate to discuss less shared information than groups who did
not choose that candidate, even though this difference was not
significant. Because only two groups among the 9-year-olds
picked the better candidate, we did not conduct similar statis-
tical analyses. However, these groups tended to discuss more
unshared information than groups who did not pick the best
candidate (Table 3).
These results indicate that groups of 7-year-olds were more
likely than groups of 9-year-olds to detect the hidden profile and
pick the better candidate because the ratio of shared to unshared
information discussed was smaller in 7- than in 9-year-olds. To test
this, we composed a difference score by subtracting the proportion
of unshared items mentioned during the discussion from the pro-
portion of shared items (positive score: proportion of shared items
is higher; negative score: proportion of unshared items is higher;
zero score: shared and unshared items are mentioned to an equal
degree). The difference score was positive in both age groups (7
years: M  .13, SD  .30; 9 years: M  .48, SD  .30), but
significantly smaller in groups of 7- than 9-year-old children,
t(36)  3.63, p  .001, d  1.21.
Intersubjectivity
The three elements of intersubjectivity were highly correlated:
joint focus–meta-communication: r(35)  .43, p  .008; joint
focus–communication: r(35)  .78, p  .001; meta-communica-
tion–communication: r(35)  .48, p  .003). We created the
variable intersubjectivity, which was based on the mean of the
three intersubjectivity elements. Because the number of intersub-
jectivity elements coded during group discussion correlated mar-
ginally significantly with the length of a group’s interaction,
r(36)  .30, p  .07, we additionally calculated the variable
relative intersubjectivity (intersubjectivity divided by length of
group interaction) for each group. Nine-year-old groups showed
significantly higher levels of relative intersubjectivity (M  .05,
SD  .03) than 7-year-old groups (M  .03, SD  .02), t(35) 
2.10, p  .04, d  0.71.
An independent sample t test indicated that those groups who
detected the hidden profile and chose the best candidate showed
significantly lower levels of relative intersubjectivity (M  .03,
SD  .01) than those groups that did not discover the hidden
profile (M  .05, SD  .02), t(35)  2.34, p  .03, d  0.79. This
Table 3
Mean Proportion (and SD) of Shared and Unshared Information Discussed and Mean Level
(and SD) of Relative Intersubjectivity in 7- and 9-Year-Old Groups in the Unshared
Information Condition
Age group
Shared
information
Unshared
information
Relative
intersubjectivity
7-year-olds
Overall .51 (.22) .38 (.25) .04 (.02)
Better candidate chosen (n  7) .40 (.31) .55 (.27) .02 (.01)
Second candidate chosen (n  12) .57 (.14) .28 (.18) .04 (.03)
9-year-olds
Overall .78 (.22) .30 (.25) .06 (.03)
Better candidate chosen (n  2) 1.00 (.00) .42 (.12) .04 (.03)
Second candidate chosen (n  17) .75 (.22) .28 (.26) .06 (.03)
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difference was marginally significant among 7-year-olds,
t(16.80)  2.02, p  .06, d  0.99 (Table 3). Because only two
groups picked the better candidate among 9-year-olds, no similar
analyses were conducted. However, compared with groups that
picked the second candidate, groups that picked the better candi-
date tended to exhibit lower levels of relative intersubjectivity
among 9-year-olds (Table 3).
Comparison of Pre- and Postdiscussion Preferences
In the unshared condition, a majority of participants in both age
groups did not pick the better candidate either before or after the
group discussion. Among 7-year-olds, 26% of participants chose
the best candidate prediscussion, and 37% of participants chose the
best candidate postdiscussion. Among 9-year-olds, 19% of partic-
ipants chose the best candidate before, but only 9% of participants
chose the best candidate after the discussion.
We calculated a preference difference score by subtracting the
postdiscussion preferences from the prediscussion preferences. A
score of 1 indicates that participants picked the better candidate
after, but not before, the group discussion. A score of 0 indicates
that participants did not change their choices from pre- to postdis-
cussion. A score of 1 indicates that participants picked the better
candidate before, but not after, the discussion. This preference
difference score was negative among 7-year-olds (M –.11, SD
.52), but not significantly different from 0 (no change), t(56) 
1.51, p  .14, d  0.40. The preference difference score was
positive among 9-year-olds (M  .11, SD  .36) and marginally
significantly different from 0, t(53)  1.94, p  .06, d  0.53.
The preference difference score correlated significantly and
positively with proportion of shared information discussed and
significantly and negatively with the proportion of unshared infor-
mation discussed (see Table 4). A linear regression analysis with
the dependent variable preference difference score and the inde-
pendent variables proportion of shared information and proportion
of unshared information showed that the two independent vari-
ables significantly predicted preference differences, R2  .11, F(2,
111)  7.30, p  .01. The proportion of shared information
significantly and positively predicted preference difference, 	 
.29, p  .002. This indicates that the more shared information is
mentioned during group discussion, the more likely participants
are to shift from choosing the best candidate before discussion to
not choosing the best candidate after discussion. The proportion of
unshared information mentioned during the group discussion sig-
nificantly and negatively predicted preference difference, 	 
–.23, p .02. This implies that the more unshared information was
mentioned during the group discussion, the more likely partici-
pants were to pick the best candidate after, but not before, the
group discussion.
Discussion
This study had two main aims: (a) to investigate whether groups
of 7- and 9-year-old children exchange unique information during
group decision making and how this impacts on the outcomes of
the groups’ decisions and (b) to examine the processes underlying
the sharing of unique information in these age groups. Few studies
have examined how groups of children deal with information that
is unshared, even though exchanging and integrating unique in-
formation should help groups arrive at a better group decision than
one that would have been made by an individual group member
(Greitemeyer & Schulz-Hardt, 2003).
Information Sharing in Groups of 7- and 9-Year-Old
Children
In line with previous social psychological research with adults
(e.g., Stasser & Titus, 1985, 1987, 2003), we found that 7- and
9-year-old children are rather bad at discussing relevant unshared
information during the group decision-making process. Like
adults, the majority of children in the groups were unable to detect
the hidden profile and pick the better candidate when information
about this candidate was unshared. Participants’ failure to ex-
change unshared information during group decision making and to
pick the better candidate cannot be explained by an inability to
consider relevant information for their decision: In the shared
condition, the majority of groups in both age groups picked the
better candidate, as predicted by Hypothesis 1. However, in the
unshared condition, unique information was mentioned less fre-
quently than information that was shared among group members,
and the majority of groups in both age groups did not pick the
candidate with the better qualifications. Yet, those groups who did
choose the better candidate mentioned more unshared information
than groups who did not. This set of findings indicates that
mentioning unshared information during group discussions affects
the quality of the group decision.
We focused on three processes that might underlie information
sharing in children’s groups. These were collective information
sampling (CIS), preference-consistent evaluation, and collabora-
tive inhibition. The CIS model (Stasser & Titus, 1985) proposes
that shared information is more likely to enter the group discus-
sion, because more people are aware of it than of unshared infor-
mation. Consequently, groups fail to uncover the hidden profile
and fail to make the best choice. In accordance with the CIS
model’s predictions, shared information dominated group discus-
sions in both age groups. Thus, similar to the case in adult groups,
shared information enjoys a sampling advantage in groups of
elementary-school children.
Even though the majority of groups in both age groups failed to
pick the better candidate in the unshared information condition,
groups of 7-year-olds were better at this task than groups of
9-year-olds. Furthermore, groups that picked the better candidate
discussed more unshared information than groups who did not pick
the better candidate, and the ratio of shared to unshared informa-
tion was significantly lower among 7-year-olds than 9-year-olds.
Thus, in line with Hypothesis 4, the hidden profile effect tended to
Table 4
Correlations Between Preference Difference Score, Proportion
of Shared Information, and Proportion of Unshared Information
Discussed in the Unshared Information Condition
Variable 1 2 3
1. Preference difference score —
2. Proportion of shared information .26 —
3. Proportion of unshared information .20 .13 —
 p  .05.  p  .01.
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2111INFORMATION SHARING IN CHILDREN
be reduced in groups of 7-year-old compared with groups of
9-year-old children.
We explain these findings with reference to processes of col-
laborative inhibition that might underlie information sharing in
children’s groups in addition to CIS. Collaborative-inhibition ex-
planations assume that group members fail to produce unique
information, because their retrieval of information learned individ-
ually before group interaction is disrupted by other group members
(Basden et al., 1997; Finlay et al., 2000). Being confronted with or
attending to others interrupts idiosyncratically developed retrieval
strategies. Thus, while the given distribution of shared compared
with unshared information leads to a sampling advantage of shared
items (as suggested by the CIS model), collaborative inhibition
affects the probability that a group member will recall and mention
a piece of information from that distribution. We would therefore
argue that both processes contribute to whether a particular item
will be discussed by the group.
Leman and Oldham (2005; Gummerum et al., 2013) have shown
that 9-year-old, but not 7-year-old, children are subject to collab-
orative inhibition. These authors suggest that the different levels of
collaborative inhibition in groups of 7- and 9-year-old children
might be due to different amounts of intersubjective exchanges in
those groups. Nine-year-old, but not 7-year-old, children regard
collaboration as a social process that requires attending to and
coordinating with others. Thus, because 9-year-olds are more
likely than 7-year-olds to pay attention to and coordinate their
actions with those of other group members, they tend to be more
likely to suffer from collaborative inhibition. In line with Hypoth-
eses 5 and 6, we find that higher instances of intersubjective
exchanges in groups of 9-year-olds than 7-year-olds. As predicted,
groups that exhibited fewer intersubjective exchanges were more
likely to detect the hidden profile and choose the better candidate.
Previous research indicates that intersubjectivity might nega-
tively affect the outcomes of a group’s collaboration. Studies on
brainstorming in adult groups (reviewed in Kerr & Tindale, 2004)
have shown that real groups suffer a “productivity loss” and
generate significantly fewer ideas than same-sized nominal groups.
Production blocking is one of the main processes responsible for
this productivity loss in real groups (Diehl & Stroebe, 1987, 1991):
Because group members take turns and only one person can speak
at a time, those not speaking might forget or suppress their own
ideas while attending and listening to others. Thus, similar to the
findings of the current study and research on children’s collabor-
ative recall (Gummerum et al., 2013), paying attention to and
coordinating one’s activity with other group members can have
detrimental effects on a group’s productivity.
It should be noted, however, that there are certainly collabora-
tive activities that rely on group members developing intersubjec-
tive awareness or sharing intentions with others. In order to engage
successfully in collaborative activities, partners have to jointly
attend to the same “object”; they need to formulate joint goals as
to the outcome of the collaboration; and they have to cognitively
represent their own and their interaction partners’ intentions (see
Tomasello, Carpenter, Call, Behne, & Moll, 2005). Empirical
research (e.g., Carpenter, Tomasello, & Striano, 2005; Hamann,
Warneken, & Tomasello, 2012) has shown that children develop
an understanding of joint intentions and joint goals in their second
to third years of life. Indeed, we found instances of intersubjective
exchanges in the group discussions of children from both age
groups, even though there was a higher number of intersubjectivity
elements in the interactions of 9-year-olds compared with 7-year-
olds. Intersubjectivity and active participation in a task (especially
a cognitively demanding task) can increase the cognitive gains of
group members after collaboration (Azmitia & Perlmutter, 1989).
Furthermore, intersubjectivity might not have negative effects on a
group’s productivity when group members know each other well
(such as in friendship or family groups) and have a history of
collaborating with each other (see Azmitia & Perlmutter, 1989;
Harris, Keil, Sutton, Barnier, & McIlwain, 2011). In sum, these
investigations indicate that in some instances greater intersubjec-
tivity can lead to better group and individual outcomes. Future
research should identify at what age, in what tasks, and in what
type of groups intersubjectivity impedes or improves performance
in collaborative settings.
We investigated a third process that has been shown to contribute
to adults’ failure to detect the hidden profile in past research. Accord-
ing to preference-consistent evaluation theory, group members form
choice preferences based on information they acquire individually
before the discussion. In a hidden profile situation, prediscussion
information does not support the best candidate. Even when presented
with additional (and conflicting) information during the group discus-
sion, group members are unwilling to change their preferences. There-
fore, preference-consistent evaluation theory suggests that group
members do not change their choices before and after the discussion
and that information presented during group discussion does not
affect participants’ choices (Greitemeyer & Schulz-Hardt, 2003).
Even though we found that 7-year-olds were more likely to pick the
better candidate after than before the group discussion and 9-year-old
participants were more likely to pick the better candidate before than
after the group discussion, these changes in preferences were not (or
only marginally) significant. However, in contrast to the predictions
by preference-consistent evaluation theory, the amount and type of
information discussed in the group did affect changes in preferences.
Specifically, the more shared information a group discussed, the more
likely participants were to not pick the best candidate after than before
the group discussion. Conversely, the more unshared information a
group discussed, the more likely participants were to pick the best
candidate after than before the group discussion. Thus, in line with the
CIS model (Stasser & Titus, 1985), information discussed during
group collaboration does not only shape a group’s but also individual
group members’ decisions.
Implications and Conclusions
Overall, we found that groups of 7-year-olds were better at
detecting the hidden profile than 9-year-olds but that shared infor-
mation was still more prevalent in group discussion and decision
making in both age groups. This dominance of shared over un-
shared information leads to suboptimal group (and individual)
decision making and performance. Generally, the findings of this
study are well explained by the CIS model (Stasser & Titus, 1985,
1987, 2003): Just like in adults, groups of children were more
likely to mention shared than unshared information because more
group members were aware of shared than unshared information.
Therefore, shared information was more likely to be “sampled”
during the group discussion. Furthermore, group members were
more likely to change their individual preference choices on the
basis of the information stated during the group discussion.
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These findings have clear implications for educational practice. In
educational contexts, situations occur where children are invited to
exchange individually acquired information with other group mem-
bers, and the success of some pedagogical interventions explicitly
relies on information sharing between group members. As discussed
earlier, in the jigsaw classroom (Aronson & Patnoe, 1997), group
members have to communicate individually acquired information to
others. Exploratory talk (Mercer, 1995; Rojas-Drummond & Mercer,
2003), an intervention technique that helps children structure and
challenge each other in peer discussions, is based on the idea that
discussion partners critically engage with each other’s ideas and
consider all relevant information (also individually held information)
when pondering a solution. To use these methods successfully, edu-
cators should be aware of the limits in children’s exchange of unique
information and might want to think about appropriate interventions
that can overcome these limitations.
Social psychological research with adults has introduced several
interventions that facilitate the mentioning of unshared informa-
tion in group decision making. For example, groups with members
who are labeled as experts in a domain with associated unique
information (Stewart & Stasser, 1995) or people in leadership roles
or with high status (Larson, Foster-Fishman, & Franz, 1998; Wit-
tenbaum, 2000) mention more unshared items than groups with no
designated expert or leader. Adult groups are more likely to detect
the hidden profile when group members are not informed about
each other’s preferences in the group decision phase (Mojzisch &
Schulz-Hardt, 2010). Research on adult brainstorming groups in-
dicated that letting groups interact electronically (where group
members present their ideas through computers rather than to wait
for their turn) instead of face-to-face can mitigate against produc-
tion blocking and the potentially negative effects of attending to
other group members (Dennis & Valacich, 1993; Gallupe, Bas-
tianutti, & Cooper, 1991). Given that children, like adults, have
difficulties with information sharing, future researchers should
adapt some of these procedural interventions to improve children’s
group performance.
Future research can extend the current study in other important
ways. First, participants in this study made hypothetical decisions
about hypothetical people, and we cannot exclude the possibility that
children did not pick the better alternative because they regarded the
decision as not important enough. Yet our study is similar to most of
the social psychological research in the hidden profile paradigm,
which uses analogous hypothetical scenarios. Furthermore, Gum-
merum and colleagues (2013) found a similar dominance of shared
over unshared information in a collaborative recall task, in which each
group member should be motivated to recall as much information
(also unshared information) as possible (Stewart & Stasser, 1995).
Even though these findings indicate that low motivation might not
explain why groups focus more on shared than unshared information,
the role of motivational factors should be explored in more detail in
future research on children’s information sharing.
Second, in the current study, all the information participants
received about the two candidates was positively correlated with
the criterion. That is, both candidates possessed characteristics that
are valuable for the lead actor in a school musical (e.g., can dance,
can sing). However, in real-life decision situations, as well as in
adult studies on the hidden profile effect, decision alternatives
usually have positive, negative, and neutral attributes. It is an open
question, whether we would have obtained the same findings, if
the hypothetical candidates in our study had been characterized by
positive, negative (e.g., cannot remember text, is nervous), and
neutral attributes. When designing the study, we intentionally
picked all positive attributes for the hypothetical candidates to
make the decision task as easy as possible for children once all
information was gathered. Yet, in future research, investigators
should replicate this study and endow the decision alternatives
with positive, negative, and neutral attributes.
Third, future researchers might want to investigate whether the
processes underlying information sharing in groups differ by gen-
der. Like the present study, social psychological research in the
hidden profile paradigm has not found any gender effects in
information sharing in adult groups—in fact, the gender compo-
sition of groups was rarely reported (Kerr & Tindale, 2004; Stasser
& Titus, 2003). However, developmental research suggests gender
differences in the social dynamics of children’s collaborations.
Specifically, all-girl groups tended to interact in a more affiliative
way than all-boy groups. In mixed-gender groups, boys tended to
dominate their female partners (Leman, Ahmed, & Ozarow, 2005;
Leman & Björnberg, 2010). This implies that gender dynamics
might also affect some of the processes underlying information
sharing (particularly those related to intersubjectivity).
This study adds important and new information relating to
research on peer collaboration and group decision making in
children. Not only do children routinely make group decisions in
educational, family, and peer contexts, but children are increas-
ingly asked to participate in group decisions with sometimes
far-reaching consequences (e.g., medical decisions, see McCabe,
1996). Given the importance of basing these decisions on relevant
and exhaustive information, sharing unique information with other
group members is a key process for making good decisions in
these contexts.
References
Aronson, E., & Patnoe, S. (1997). The jigsaw classroom: Building coop-
eration in the classroom (2nd ed.). New York, NY: Addison Wesley
Longman.
Azmitia, M. (1988). Peer interaction and problem solving: When are two
heads better than one? Child Development, 59, 87–96. doi:10.2307/
1130391
Azmitia, M., & Perlmutter, M. (1989). Social influences on children’s
cognition. State of the art and future directions. Advances in Child
Development and Behavior, 22, 89 –144. doi:10.1016/S0065-
2407(08)60413-9
Baines, E., & Howe, C. (2010). Discourse topic management and discus-
sion skills in middle childhood: The effect of age and task. First
Language, 30, 508–534. doi:10.1177/0142723710370538
Basden, B. H., Basden, D. R., Bryner, S., & Thomas, R. L. (1997). A
comparison of groups and individual remembering: Does collaboration
disrupt retrieval strategies? Journal of Experimental Psychology: Learn-
ing, Memory, and Cognition, 23, 1176–1189. doi:10.1037/0278-7393
.23.5.1176
Boulton, M. J. (2005). Predicting changes in children’s self-perceptions
from playground social activities and interactions. British Journal of
Developmental Psychology, 23, 209 –227. doi:10.1348/
02615105X26705
Carpenter, M., Tomasello, M., & Striano, T. (2005). Role reversal imitation
and language in typically developing infants and children with autism.
Infancy, 8, 253–278. doi:10.1207/s15327078in0803_4
Th
is
do
cu
m
en
ti
s
co
py
rig
ht
ed
by
th
e
A
m
er
ic
an
Ps
yc
ho
lo
gi
ca
lA
ss
oc
ia
tio
n
o
r
o
n
e
o
fi
ts
al
lie
d
pu
bl
ish
er
s.
Th
is
ar
tic
le
is
in
te
nd
ed
so
le
ly
fo
rt
he
pe
rs
on
al
u
se
o
ft
he
in
di
vi
du
al
u
se
r
an
d
is
n
o
t
to
be
di
ss
em
in
at
ed
br
oa
dl
y.
2113INFORMATION SHARING IN CHILDREN
Dennis, A. R., & Valacich, J. S. (1993). Computer brainstorms: More
heads are better than one. Journal of Applied Psychology, 78, 531–537.
doi:10.1037/0021-9010.78.4.531
Diehl, M., & Stroebe, W. (1987). Productivity loss in brainstorming
groups: Towards the solution of a riddle. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 53, 497–509. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.53.3.497
Diehl, M., & Stroebe, W. (1991). Productivity loss in idea-generating
groups: Tracking down the blocking effect. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 61, 392–403. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.61.3.392
Doise, W., & Mugny, G. (1984). The social development of the intellect.
Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press.
Finlay, F., Hitch, G. J., & Meudell, P. R. (2000). Mutual inhibition in
collaborative recall: Evidence for a retrieval-based account. Journal of
Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition, 26, 1556–
1567. doi:10.1037/0278-7393.26.6.1556
Gallupe, R. B., Bastianutti, L. M., & Cooper, W. H. (1991). Unblocking
brainstorms. Journal of Applied Psychology, 76, 137–142. doi:10.1037/
0021-9010.76.1.137
Göncü, A. (1993). Development of intersubjectivity in social pretend play.
Human Development, 36, 185–198. doi:10.1159/000278206
Green, J. A. (1988). Loglinear analysis of cross-classified ordinal data:
Applications in developmental research. Child Development, 59, 1–25.
doi:10.2307/1130385
Greitemeyer, T., & Schulz-Hardt, S. (2003). Preference-consistent evalu-
ation in the Hidden Profile Paradigm: Beyond group-level explanations
for the dominance of shared information in group decisions. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 84, 322–339. doi:10.1037/0022-
3514.84.2.322
Gummerum, M., Leman, P. J., & Hollins, T. S. (2013). Children’s collab-
orative recall of shared and unshared information. British Journal of
Developmental Psychology, 31, 302–317. doi:10.1111/bjdp.12006
Hamann, K., Warneken, F., & Tomasello, M. (2012). Children’s develop-
ing commitments to joint goals. Child Development, 83, 137–145. doi:
10.1111/j.1467-8624.2011.01695.x
Harris, C. B., Keil, P. G., Sutton, J., Barnier, A. J., & McIlwain, D. J. F.
(2011). We remember, we forget: Collaborative remembering in old
couples. Discourse Processes, 48, 267–303. doi:10.1080/0163853X
.2010.541854
Howe, C., Tolmie, A., & Rodgers, C. (1992). The acquisition of conceptual
knowledge in science by primary school children: Group interaction and
the understanding of motion down an incline. British Journal of Devel-
opmental Psychology, 10, 113–130. doi:10.1111/j.2044-835X.1992
.tb00566.x
Kerr, N. L., & Tindale, R. S. (2004). Group performance and decision
making. Annual Review of Psychology, 55, 623–655. doi:10.1146/
annurev.psych.55.090902.142009
Larson, J. R., Jr., Foster-Fishman, P. G., & Franz, T. M. (1998). Leadership
style and the discussion of shared and unshared information in decision-
making groups. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 24, 482–
495. doi:10.1177/0146167298245004
Leman, P. J., Ahmed, S., & Ozarow, L. (2005). Gender, gender relations,
and the social dynamics of children’s conversations. Developmental
Psychology, 41, 64–74. doi:10.1037/0012-1649.41.1.64
Leman, P. J., & Björnberg, M. (2010). Conversation, development, and
gender: A study of changes in children’s concepts of punishment. Child
Development, 81, 958–971. doi:10.1111/j.1467-8624.2010.01445.x
Leman, P. J., & Duveen, G. (1996). Developmental differences in chil-
dren’s understanding of epistemic authority. European Journal of Social
Psychology, 26, 683–702. doi:10.1002/(SICI)1099-0992(199609)26:
5683::AID-EJSP779
3.0.CO;2-R
Leman, P. J., & Oldham, Z. (2005). Do children need to learn to collab-
orate? The effect of age and age differences on collaborative recall.
Cognitive Development, 20, 33–48. doi:10.1016/j.cogdev.2004.07.002
McCabe, M. A. (1996). Involving children and adolescents in medical
decision making: Developmental and clinical considerations. Journal of
Pediatric Psychology, 21, 505–516. doi:10.1093/jpepsy/21.4.505
Mercer, N. (1995). The guided construction of knowledge: Talk amongst
teachers and learners. Clevedon, England: Multilingual Matters.
Mojzisch, A., & Schulz-Hardt, S. (2010). Knowing others’ preferences
degrades the quality of group decisions. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 98, 794–808. doi:10.1037/a0017627
Pellegrini, A. D. (2004). Observing children in their natural worlds: A
methodological primer. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.
Piaget, J. (1965). The moral judgment of the child. New York, NY: Harcourt.
Reimer, T., Kuendig, S., Hoffrage, U., Park, E., & Hinsz, V. (2007).
Effects of the information environment on group discussions and deci-
sions in the hidden-profile paradigm. Communication Monographs, 74,
1–28. doi:10.1080/03637750701209947
Rojas-Drummond, S., & Mercer, N. (2003). Scaffolding the development
of effective collaboration and learning. International Journal of Educa-
tional Research, 39, 99–111. doi:10.1016/S0883-0355(03)00075-2
Stasser, G., & Titus, W. (1985). Pooling of unshared information in group
decision making: Biased information sampling during discussion. Jour-
nal of Personality and Social Psychology, 48, 1467–1478. doi:10.1037/
0022-3514.48.6.1467
Stasser, G., & Titus, W. (1987). Effects of information load and percentage
of shared information on the dissemination of unshared information
during group discussion. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
53, 81–93. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.53.1.81
Stasser, G., & Titus, W. (2003). Hidden profiles: A brief history. Psycho-
logical Inquiry, 14, 304–313. doi:10.1080/1047840X.2003.9682897
Stewart, D. D., & Stasser, G. (1995). Expert role assignment and information
sampling during collective recall and decision making. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 69, 619–628. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.69.4.619
Thornton, P. R. (1997). Tourist group holiday decision-making and behav-
iour: The influence of children. Tourism Management, 18, 287–297.
doi:10.1016/S0261-5177(97)00017-4
Tomasello, M., Carpenter, M., Call, J., Behne, T., & Moll, H. (2005).
Understanding and sharing intentions: The origins of cultural cognition.
Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 28, 675– 691. doi:10.1017/
S0140525X05000129
U. K. Department for Education. (2013). The national curriculum in
England. Key Stages 1 and 2 framework document. Retrieved from
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_da
ta/file/244223/PRIMARY_national_curriculum3.pdf
Weldon, M. S., Blair, C., & Huebsch, P. D. (2000). Group remembering:
Does social loafing underlie collaborative inhibition? Journal of Exper-
imental Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition, 26, 1568–1577.
doi:10.1037/0278-7393.26.6.1568
Whitington, V., & Floyd, I. (2009). Creating intersubjectivity during socio-
dramatic play at an Australian kindergarten. Early Child Development
and Care, 179, 143–156. doi:10.1080/03004430802667054
Wickens, T. D. (1989). Multiway contingency tables analysis for the social
sciences. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.
Wittenbaum, G. M. (2000). The bias towards discussing shared informa-
tion: Why are high-status group members immune? Communication
Research, 27, 379–401. doi:10.1177/009365000027003005
Received September 23, 2013
Revision received February 17, 2014
Accepted April 19, 2014 
Th
is
do
cu
m
en
ti
s
co
py
rig
ht
ed
by
th
e
A
m
er
ic
an
Ps
yc
ho
lo
gi
ca
lA
ss
oc
ia
tio
n
o
r
o
n
e
o
fi
ts
al
lie
d
pu
bl
ish
er
s.
Th
is
ar
tic
le
is
in
te
nd
ed
so
le
ly
fo
rt
he
pe
rs
on
al
u
se
o
ft
he
in
di
vi
du
al
u
se
r
an
d
is
n
o
t
to
be
di
ss
em
in
at
ed
br
oa
dl
y.
2114 GUMMERUM, LEMAN, AND HOLLINS
